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BAROMETER 
EDITORS: 
VOL. VI, NO. 5 WEEK OF 9 AUGUST 1971 CDR E. H. CRAMER, SMC #2734 
CDR FRANK HILL, SMC #2516 
The BAROMETER .iA a. I.dudent new.6 pa.pVt nOll. the excha.nge 0 n '{'dea.6 and 
.{.rl.n0JUna.Uon c.onc.eJr.nin.g the deve.topment and .{.mpfl.Ovement on :the pfl.O-
ne.6.6.{.onal env.{.Jc.onment a.:t NPS and W-i..:thi.n the U. S. Na.vy. 
The . . • fundamental truth is that when oral instruction is p~'operly 
done, the mind becomes peculiarly perceptive because it is being bombarded 
by both sight and sound impressions. Nor is this small miracle wrought 
primarily by what we call training aids. The thoughts and ideas that ' 
remain most vivid in the memory get their adhesive power because some 
particular person said them in a graphic way in a pregnant moment. Our 
working thoughts are more often the product of an association with some 
other individual than not. We remember words largely because we remember 
an occasion. We believe in ideas because first we were impressed by the 
source whence they came. 
The total impression of a speaker -- his sincerity, his knowledge, his 
enthusiasm, his mien, and his gestures -- is what carries conviction and 
puts an indelible imprint on the memory. Man not only thinks, but he moves, 
and he is impressed most of all by animate objects. Vigorous words mean 
little or nothing when they issue from a lackluster personality. 
The Officer as a Leader, S. L. A. Marshall 
A BRIEF LOOK ASTERN 
, ' .. -
In our preoccupation with the present and the future, we often tend to neglect some 
parts of past experience. The natural inclination, when we choose to think back, is to 
select the pleasant experiences of the past and neglect the unpleasant. In this con-
nection, we thought it might be interesting to review the general policies established 
for the BAROMETER nearly five months ago to determine our own batting average. 
L 
1. To encourage contributions from all members of the NPS community: 
This is still, we feel~ a viable objective. Past issues of the BAROMETER 
have routinely called for contributions, and although we have as yet heard 
directly only from a limited number of individuals, the lines of communica-
tion are still wide open. 
2. To change the title from the BUSINESS BAROMETER to the NPS BAROMETER to 
reinforce the broadened purpose: 
This objective has resulted in a compromise position. "NPS" was ultimately 
not included in the title to avoid any possible misunderstanding as to the 
sponsorship of the paper. Dropping the word "BUSINESS" achieved the 
purposes of a broadened scope without getting bogged down in the 
semantics implied by "NPS." 
3. To establish editorial criteria emphasizing professional quality, closely 
reasoned argument, minimum verbiage, and documentation when appropriate: 
Everyone enjoys reading the product of his own pen, so we are obviously 
the worst judges of this objective. To the extent that we are able~ we 
intend to adhere to these standards in the future. 
4. Suggested topics were as follows: 
a. More NPS interaction research/s stems develo ment and consultin 
with t e externa avy envlronment. 
Still looking for our first contribution on this subject. 
.. '. 
-2-
b. Evaluation of teaching at ::PS. 
We have hit this pretty heavily in the past, and will continue to 
do so. Our present understanding of the status of this topic is 
as follows: 
(1) Students generally are uninformed as to how this function is 
conducted at NPS, they are interested because they themselves 
are used to being evaluated, and they feel that a better under-
standing of the process would permit them to provide positive 
feedback to the system. 
(2) Instructors individually agree that there is a system, but are 
generally not clear on how it works and where they may find a 
complete record, in writing, of their teaching performance. 
(3) The administration has restricted itself to stating that evalua-
tion of teaching is the responsibility of the department 
chairmen, and that teaching ability will be taken into account, 
to some extent, in consideration for promotion. 
(4) The annual "Excellence in Teaching" award was made to Professor 
Haderlie (Oceanography) at the June graduation. As an example 
of attitudes towards teaching at NPS, this event is representative: 
(a) The notice announcing the award was not distributed to the 
student body, although every student had been asked to vote. 
(b) No attempt has been made to place Professor Haderlie in 
contact with students outside of his department; a lecture 
in King Hall, properly advertised and given offi cial sanction, 
might have gone a long way towards emphasizing the NPS 
commitment to excellence in teaching. 
(c) The second through fifth runner-ups were not announced; even 
the Miss Universe contestants get that much recognition. 
c. The role of the Curricular Officer. 
Not specifically addressed to date, except obliquely referred to in 
connection with teaching effectiveness, curricular development, and 
communication between the student body and the administration. Needs 
a clear exposi tion, perhaps more no'd than before because of the on-goi ng 
Student Council effort. Interested in what the Curricular Officer 
duties are? These may be found in the NPS Staff Instructions, a 
well-written and seldom referenced document, available in every 
Curricular Office. 
d. Selection of NPS students. 
No description of the selection process has yet been presented here. 
Comments from students generally indicate an interest in how they 
came to be here and more particularly, how they happened to be 
selected for the particular program they are now in. We understand 
that Dean Lockhart has a great amount of information on the process; 
we would welcome the opportunity to print his remarks, or those from 
any other authoritative source. 
e. Tenure, hiring, and promotion criteria for NPS faculty. 
The bait has been extended for a while on this subject, but this topic 
has been scrupulously avoided. The BAROMETER is assured that faculty 
members achieve tenu n:~ , are in fact hired, and are promoted at 
intervals. There is also little question that criteria exist for 
these three vital functions. ~ 1aybe the anSVJer is: "Those who 
need to know are a\'/are of t he criteria, " but if the process is 
sound, why the clandestine operation? If the process is in a 
state of flux or unsound (Navy term "shaky"), isn't it possible 
that open discussion may be the first step towards clarification? 
f. Officer promotion policies. 
No specific comments have been received concerning this topic, but 
there are some widely held hypotheses concerning this subject within 
the NPS community. To \'Jit: 
, . 
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(1) The pass-over rate to LCDR and CDR among the NPS student body 
is greater than the Navy average. Corollary: the percentage 
of early selection is lower than the Navy average. 
(2) The fitness report from NPS is not weighed nearly as heavily 
as the "rea1 wor1d" fitness report, and therefore constitutes 
a potential liability to students assigned here for extended 
periods. 
The BAROMETER has been informed that the July 1971 BUPERS OFFICER 
PERSONNEL NEWSLETTER contains an important policy statement from 
CNO concerning the balance of warfare specialty and subspecialty. 
This area requires further exposition. 
g. Officer professional development. 
This topic has been addressed somewhat to date, and presumably will 
continue to elicit responses. 
h. Enlisted/Officer retention. 
This topic is apparently not in the forefront of the concerns of 
the student body, presumably because of our separation from hot 
operational pressures, semi-"lifer" designation due to selection 
for NPS, and absence of officer/enlisted interaction. 
i. Curriculum development at NPS. 
This topic has been addressed piece-meal and needs clearer exposition. 
As one student commented: "I know nothing of the process, but would 
like to find out how curricula are developed and changed over the years. II 
j. Information flow between program sponsors, administration, faculty, 
and the student body at NPS. 
The BAROMETER set about nearly five months ago to facilitate the 
information flow referred to, and we are obviously still at it. 
We have been encouraged by the responses we have received to date, 
and we feel that to the extent that information is beginning to 
flow more easily, we are achieving part of the purpose. Improved 
internal communications can generate a heightened sense of 
solidarity among the student body. 
In this connection, it should be explained that the BAROMETER owes 
its existence to the tacit support of the NPS administration, both 
civilian and military. This relationship centers around the word 
IIresponsibility.1I As long as the BAROMETER remains responsible, 
it is reasonably assured survival and support. 
k. NPS student course load. 
This has not been directly addressed, primarily because it is a 
subsystem of curricular structure which has, in turn, not been 
fully explored. One aspect to ponder is how to ease the course 
load for those students who participate in non-academic activities 
which are deemed of primary importance by the administration, i.e., 
Student Council, et al. Depending on the time requirements 
postulated, consideration might be given to allowing a student to 
validate an elective by such activity. In this manner, academic 
credit would neither be given nor taken away. 
1. Student participation in NPS administrative decision-making. 
Much has been said on this topic in the past, and little can now 
be added to shed additional light. Suffice it to say that it is 
coming, and its effectiveness will depend entirely upon the effort 
expended by individual students chosen to participate. 
S. No academic credit will be given for editing the BAROMETER: 
The original purpose of establishing this policy was to remove any 
poss i b 1 e cause for the cry of IIfoul ll from the NPS communi ty. Upon 
reconsideration, this policy still appears valid. In view of the 
man-hours expended, however, a neutral arrangement such as suggested 
for the Student Council would be a welcome decision without opening 
the Pandora's Box of Basket Weaving, etc. 
... . 
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II RATE YOUR SUPERVISOR II QUESTIONNAIRE 
Remember the questionnaire designed for a study of IIA Military 'Rate Your 
Supervisor' Program ll ? The results of that questionnaire have been published by 
LT John G. Bloomer, and they will be printed in the next Management Quarterly. 
The results might surprise you. Over 350 questionnaires of the 1100 
distributed were returned. About 75% of the respondents were in favor of some 
type of program of rating of supervisors. LT Bloomer's conclusions read in part: 
II ... The results of the survey do indicate two points fairly conclusively: 
(1) There is a general concern for improving officer/enlisted lines of communica-
tion. (2) The overwhelming majority of respondents indicated a high degree of 
respect for the judgement of the enlisted man of today. . . . The statistics 
and comments offer many other tempting generalizations, but only one firm 
conclusion: that the 'Rate Your Supervisor' program does merit further 
consideration for adaptation and use by the Navy. II 
A STUDENT" COUNCIL 
The Superintendent has announced by memorandum, and confirmed in his talks with 
the student body, his intention to support a democratic organization of students. 
The BAROMETER does not intend to discount the potential of this move, but before it 
crystallizes, two questions need t o be addressed: 
1. Is this an admission that the existing section leader representation 
through the Curricular Office is ineffective? 
and 
2. Do the students REALLY want, and perhaps more important, will they support 
the proposed organization? 
We have all, at some time in our life, been associated with what we considered 
an effective organization. The basi s for such effectiveness is generally understood 
to be a mutual understanding between all members of the organization. What appears 
to bother a majority of the student body about the establishment of a Student 
Council is that this may be sidestepping the issue at hand: less than effective 
development of mutual understanding within the existing organization. The Faculty 
Council, the NPS Planning Board, Curricular Officers, Department Chairmen, and 
numerous other official and ad hoc groups of well-intentioned administrators and 
educators have to date prove~incapable of building mutual understanding. It will 
indeed be a near-miracle if one additional group, with much less leverage and working 
on an extra-curricular basis to boot, is able to achieve unilaterally the growth of 
mutual understanding. What is needed is an environment which supports such growth; 
without such an environment, the Student Council might just as well never sit as a 
body. 
We think we know what the Superintendent wants; we just aren't sure that the 
non-student segments of this community will lend their demonstrable and positive 
support. 
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